This paper reflects on two recent debates in the consumer literature on trust that have implications for consumer relations in the water industry. The first concerns an important yet seldom made distinction between trust and confidence. The second concerns when and how trust is related to acceptance of, for example, new tariffs or new technologies, and it challenges the conventional view that trust is usually a precursor of acceptance. New conceptual models addressing these debates are described and their implications for future water-related consumer research are discussed as are potential implications for industry relationships with consumers.
INTRODUCTION
To structure this paper our starting point is the commonly made assertion that public trust is a key factor in encouraging cooperative action on the part of consumers (Siegrist et al. 2003) . Under the European Union Water Framework Directive, water suppliers and those managing river basins will have to involve consumers in decision making and this political goal seems unlikely to succeed if consumers do not trust the key agents in this process. Similarly, where some innovation or change is proposed it is also often assumed that consumer trust is important in determining the acceptability of any proposed change. Where suppliers have to deal with waterrelated incidents and accidents again it is assumed that trusted suppliers and regulators will be better able to deal with these events efficiently. As we shall see however, these assumptions about the role of consumer trust in securing acceptance of the actions of the regulator and of technological developments is more problematic than it may first appear.
THE CONCEPTS OF TRUST AND CONFIDENCE
Following Siegrist et al. (2003) we draw the distinction between trust, which involves some judgement of similarity of values and intentions (so called 'morality ' information) and confidence which is a belief based on past experience that events will occur as expected. This may seem a subtle distinction at first but trust, in handing over agency to another, is fundamentally a feature of a social relationship where one has to impute openness, fairness and integrity (among many other possible characteristics) to another.
Confidence that something will happen on the other hand does not necessarily involve trusting the motives or values of the agents involved.
While confidence and trust will often go together they do not have to. On the basis of past experience of the delivery of good quality water one might have developed confidence that there will continue to be good quality water coming out of one's tap. It may thus not be necessary or relevant to have to trust the motives and values of the supplier and to judge whether these are consistent with one's own well-being and interests. Indeed, Siegrist et al. (2003) argue in the context of electricity supplies that where past competence has led to high confidence in the supply, trust in the supplier is essentially unimportant. In the case of utilities trust only comes into play when something has doi: 10.2166/ws.2008.035 gone wrong with the supply and it is no longer possible to be as confident that the supply will continue as before.
In other situations, particularly where the consumer has little past experience upon which to base estimates of competence and thus confidence, social trust will become relatively more important and may be used to impute likely competence to the relevant body. In situations where, for example, a new treatment process is proposed, there will be 
TRUST AS A FACTOR IN PERCEPTIONS OF RISK AND ACCEPTANCE
We turn now to a different part of the literature on trust which on an initial reading seems somewhat unrelated to the TCC model in that it does not make an explicit distinction between trust and confidence. A good deal of Eiser et al. (2002) and Poortinga & Pidgeon (2004 both address this issue and define two alternative models of the relationship between trust, risk perception and acceptance. The model suggesting that trust leads to lowered risk perception which leads to acceptance is referred to as the 'causal chain' account of trust and is illustrated in Figure 2 .
The alternative view, referred to as the 'associationist view', argues that trust is an outcome of acceptance rather than a factor implicated in its genesis (Figure 3 ). Here it is proposed that people initially respond to a potential hazard on the basis of how they feel about it. In other words, their willingness to approach or avoid the hazard is made on the basis of affective reactions which are made before extensive cognitive processing of other relevant information (cf. Finucane et al. 2000) . This is referred to as the 'affect heuristic' -affect precedes cognition -in that in certain situations emotional responses precede thought.
Both Eiser et al. (2002) and Poortinga & Pidgeon (2004 ) studies suggest that in the context of food technologies the associationist model seemed to give a better account of the data. While there was, in the latter study a small residual direct influence of trust on risk perceptions it seemed that people's existing evaluations of these technologies seemed to drive levels of trust.
The implications of these studies are potentially quite far reaching. If it is true that people respond to a potential hazard using something like an affect heuristic and this response influences both trust and risk perceptions then the water industry's concern to work on improving consumer relations in order to enhance trust is unlikely to have the effect of lowering perceptions of risks from potential water supply hazards. In addition these models would predict that the emergence of a negative hazard event or a proposal to introduce a process like direct potable re-use which some consumers would find unpleasant might have the effect of degrading consumer trust (Marks 2006) . Negative events have a high signal value and trust, once lost, is quite hard to re-establish.
While we do not suggest that fostering trust is pointless On the basis of their model, Po et al. (2005) found that respondents' stated intention to drink water from the scheme could be predicted primarily by their attitudes.
The key relationships in the model were between subjective norms, environmental obligation, perceived control, emotions, trust, risk perceptions and attitudes. Trust was one of the factors influencing attitudes and was also a strong predictor of risk perceptions. Where consumers had low levels of trust (actually confidence here) in the authorities to manage the scheme they perceived a greater threat from 
